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Application/Control Number: 10/759,204 
Art Unit: 2181 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 6 are pending. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicants submission filed on 18 
October 2006 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 - 6 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 2 and 3 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

- Claims 2 and 3 show an incorrect status of "Original." Amendments have been 
made to the claims and therefore they should be labeled as "Currently 
Amended." 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 2 - 6 are is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 

indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 

applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "a program identifier" in line 9 of the claim. There is 

insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the limitation 

is referring to the program identifier recited earlier in the claim or a new program 

identifier. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the program identifier 
recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "a logical volume existing in said storage apparatus" 
in lines 1 1 and 12 of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation 
in the claim. It is not clear if the limitation is referring to the logical volume existing in 
said storage apparatus recited earlier in the claim or a new logical volume existing in 
said storage apparatus. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the logical volume 
existing in said storage apparatus recited earlier in the claim. 
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Claim 2 recites the limitation "a network address" in line 17 of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the limitation 
is referring to the network address recited earlier in the claim or a new network address. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the network address 
recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "a logical volume" in line 18 of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the limitation 
is referring to the logical volume recited earlier in the claim or a new logical volume. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the logical volume 
recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "an IO command" in lines 20 and 21 of the claim. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the 
limitation is referring to the IO command recited earlier in the claim or a new IO 
command. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the IO command 
recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "a program identifier" in line 12 of the claim. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the 
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limitation is referring to the program identifier recited earlier in the claim or a new 
program identifier. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the program identifier 
recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "a logical volume existing in said storage apparatus" 
in lines 14 and 15 of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation 
in the claim. It is not clear if the limitation is referring to the logical volume existing in 
said storage apparatus recited earlier in the claim or a new logical volume existing in 
said storage apparatus. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the logical volume 
existing in said storage apparatus recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "a network address" in line 19 of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the limitation 
is referring to the network address recited earlier in the claim or a new network address. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the network address 
recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "a logical volume" in line 20 of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the limitation 
is referring to the logical volume recited earlier in the claim or a new logical volume. 
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The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the logical volume 
recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "an address of a transmission originator" in line 24 
of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is 
not clear if the limitation is referring to the address of a transmission originator recited 
earlier in the claim or a new address of a transmission originator. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the address of a 
transmission originator recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "a communication with said storage apparatus" in 
line 25 of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
It is not clear if the limitation is referring to the communication with said storage 
apparatus recited earlier in the claim or a new communication with said storage 
apparatus. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the communication 
with said storage apparatus recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 4 recites the limitation "a logical volume existing in said storage apparatus" 
in lines 2 and 3 of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in 
the claim. It is not clear if the limitation is referring to the logical volume existing in said 
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storage apparatus recited in claim 3 or a new logical volume existing in said storage 
apparatus. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the logical volume 
existing in said storage apparatus recited in claim 3. 

Claim 5 recites the limitation M a received IO command" in line 5 of the claim. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the 
limitation is referring to the received IO command recited earlier in the claim or a new 
received IO command. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the received IO 
command recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 5 recites the limitation "a program identifier" in line 15 of the claim. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the 
limitation is referring to the program identifier recited earlier in the claim or a new 
program identifier. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the program identifier 
recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 5 recites the limitation "an access to a logical volume" in lines 15 and 16 of 
the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not 
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clear if the limitation is referring to the access to the logical volume recited earlier in the 
claim or a new access to a new logical volume. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the access to the 
logical volume recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 6 recites the limitation "a received IO command" in line 5 of the claim. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the 
limitation is referring to the received IO command recited earlier in the claim or a new 
received IO command. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the received IO 
command recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 6 recites the limitation "a logical volume existing in said storage apparatus" 
in lines 15 and 16 of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation 
in the claim. It is not clear if the limitation is referring to the logical volume existing in 
said storage apparatus recited earlier in the claim or a new logical volume existing in 
said storage apparatus. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the logical volume 
existing in said storage apparatus recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 6 recites the limitation "a program identifier" in line 16 of the claim. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the 
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limitation is referring to the program identifier recited earlier in the claim or a new 
program identifier. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the program identifier 
recited earlier in the claim. 

Claim 6 recites the limitation H an access" in line 17 of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the limitation 
is referring to the access recited earlier in the claim or a new access. 

The Examiner has interpreted the limitation as referring to the access recited 
earlier in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

6. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claims fail the 

practical application test. The claims recite data transformation per se with no tangible 

result. 

As per claims 3 and 4, the claims recite non-statutory subject matter that is 
directed solely to data transformation with no claimed tangible result. The result of the 
claims appear to be a thought (determination) or a mere computation within a processor 
rather than a real world tangible result that is a practical application of the abstract idea 
of "determining." 
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Performing an action based on the "determining" or conveying or storing the 
result of the operation would give the claim a tangible result. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1 - 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by US 
Patent No. 6,820,168 (hereinafter Tanaka). 

As per claim 1 , Tanaka teaches an IO requesting method of issuing an IO 
request to a storage apparatus of a computer system by execution of a program in the 
computer system, wherein a program identifier (Figure 3 Item 380, Figure 4 Items 450 - 
452) set in advance in the program (Col 6 Lines 61 - 63) and a request address (Figure 
3 Item 375) are applied to a first function to generate one value used as a new address 
(Figure 3, Figure 9 Item 820, Col 9 Lines 16-67 [The device driver takes the IO 
request and embeds the LPAR-ID, making a new value in the date frame]), which is 
different from the request address, with the program identifier appended thereto, and 
the IO request is issued by using the new address (Figure 9 Item 825). 
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As per claim 2, Tanaka teaches a computer (Figure 4 Item 110) executing a first 
program (Figure 4 Items 410, 411, 412, and 413) issuing an IO request (Figure 4 Item 
130) to a storage apparatus (Figure 1 Item 170) and a second program (Figure 4 Items 
440, 441 , and 442) for collecting the IO request and transmitting the IO request as an IO 
command to the storage apparatus wherein a program identifier set in advance in the 
first program (Figure 8 Item 710) and an original request address are applied to a first 
function to produce one value (Figure 9 Item 820 [The device driver takes the IO 
request and embeds the LPAR-ID, making a new value in the date frame]), which is 
different from the original request address, with the program identifier appended thereto, 
and the IO request is issued by using the new address (Figure 9 Item 825); the second 
program (Col 12 Lines 36 - 56) has a table associating a program identifier (Figure 6 
Items "LPAR"), a logical volume existing in the storage apparatus (Figure 6 Item 
"Logical Volume #0", Col 8 Lines 49 - 52) and a network address (Figure 6 Items 
"WWN") with each other; and if the IO request is an IO request issued to a logical 
volume existing in the storage apparatus as a logical volume prescribed to be a 
protected logical volume, a second function for carrying out an operation to input one 
value for generating the original request address and the program identifier (Col 10 
Lines 59 - 66), said table is searched for a network address associated with the 
generated program identifier and a logical volume indicated by the generated original 
request address (Col 10 Lines 59 - 66) and a communication with the storage 
apparatus is carried out by using the network address as an address of a transmission 
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originator in order to issue an IO command to the original request address (Col 1 1 Lines 
5-10). 

As per claim 3, Tanaka teaches a computer system (Figure 1) comprising two 
computers (Figure 1 Items 110 and 120) and a storage apparatus (Figure 4 Item 195) 
connected to the computers by a network apparatus (Figure 4 Item 460) wherein each 
of the computers execute a first program (Figure 4 Items 410, 411, 412, and 413) 
issuing an IO request (Figure 4 Item 130) to a storage apparatus (Figure 1 Item 170) 
and a second program (Figure 4 Items 440, 441 , and 442) for collecting the IO request 
and transmitting the IO request as an IO command to the storage apparatus; a program 
identifier set in advance in the first program (Figure 8 Item 710) and a request address 
are applied to a first function to produce one value (Figure 9 Item 820 [The device driver 
takes the IO request and embeds the LPAR-ID, making a new value in the date frame]), 
which is different from the original request address, with the program identifier 
appended thereto, and the IO request is issued by using the new address (Figure 9 Item 
825); the second program (Col 12 Lines 36 - 56) has a table associating a program 
identifier (Figure 6 Items "LPAR"), a logical volume existing in the storage apparatus 
(Figure 6 Item "Logical Volume #0", Col 8 Lines 49 - 52) and a network address (Figure 
6 Items "WWN") with each other; and if the IO request is an IO request issued to a 
logical volume existing in the storage apparatus as a logical volume prescribed to be a 
protected logical volume, a second function for carrying out an operation to input one 
value for generating the original request address and the program identifier (Col 10 
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Lines 59 - 66), said table is searched for a network address associated with the 
generated program identifier and a logical volume indicated by the generated original 
request address (Col 10 Lines 59 - 66), and on the basis of the network address used 
as an address of a transmission originator, the network apparatus determines whether 
or not a communication with the storage apparatus can be carried out. 

As per claim 4, Tanaka also teaches wherein the storage apparatus determines 
whether or not an access to a logical volume existing in the storage apparatus can be 
made (Figure 1 Item 170, Col 12 Lines 18 - 23). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 

Patent No. 6,820,168 (hereinafter Tanaka) in view of US Patent Application Publication 

No. 2004/0030766 (hereinafter Witkowski). 

As per claim 5, Tanaka teaches an access control method adopted for a storage 

apparatus, the method comprising the steps of recognizing a received IO command as 

an IO command issued to a logical volume existing in the storage apparatus as a logical 

volume prescribed to be a logical volume protected from a received IO command 



Application/Control Number: 10/759,204 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2181 

(Tanaka; Figure 12 Item 1105); using a second function for inputting one value to 
generate a second address and a program identifier (Tanaka; Figure 12 Item 1120, Col 
1 0 Lines 59 - 63 [In order to reference the correct table, the logical volume number 
must be obtained from the data frame]); determining whether or not an access to the 
logical volume can be made on the basis of the program identifier and an association 
table (Tanaka; Figure 12 Items 1125 and 1130, Col 10 Lines 63-66); wherein the 
association table is provided as a table (Tanaka; Figure 6) for associating a logical 
volume identifier with a program identifier for identifying a program allowed to make an 
access to a logical volume identified by the logical-volume identifier (Tanaka; Figure 6, 
Col 8 Lines 25 -48). 

Tanaka does not teach replacing the first address specified in the IO command 
with the second address and processing the IO command in case an access by using 
the IO command is determined to be an access that can be made. 

However, Witkowski teaches replacing the first address specified in the IO 
command with the second address and processing the IO command in case an access 
by using the IO command is determined to be an access that can be made (Witkowski; 
Paragraph [0173]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified the teachings of Tanaka to include the 
address replacing because doing so allows for more sophisticated processing of a data 
stream (Witkowski; Paragraph [0173]). 
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9. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 6,820,168 (hereinafter Tanaka) in view of US Patent Application Publication 
No. 2004/0030766 (hereinafter Witkowski) and further in view of US Patent Application 
Publication No. 2003/0159058 (hereinafter Eguchi). 

As per claim 6, Tanaka teaches an access control method adopted for a storage 
apparatus, the method comprising the steps of recognizing a received IO command 
included in a packet transmitted through a network (Tanaka; Figure 3) as an IO 
command issued to a logical volume existing in the storage apparatus as a logical 
volume prescribed to be a logical volume protected from a received IO command 
(Tanaka; Figure 12 Item 1 105); using a second function for inputting one value to 
generate a second address and a program identifier (Tanaka; Figure 12 Item 1120, Col 
10 Lines 59 - 63 [In order to reference the correct table, the logical volume number 
must be obtained from the data frame]); determining whether or not the packet can be 
transferred to the storage apparatus on the basis of the program identifier and an 
association table (Tanaka; Figure 1 2 Items 1 1 25 and 1 1 30, Col 1 0 Lines 63 - 66); 
wherein the association table (Tanaka; Figure 6) is provided as a table for associating a 
logical volume identifier for identifying a logical volume existing in the storage apparatus 
and a program identifier for identifying a program allowed to make an access to the 
logical volume identified by the logical volume identifier with each other (Figure 6, Col 8 
Lines 25 -48). 

Tanaka does not teach replacing the first address specified in the IO command 
with the second address and processing the IO command in case an access by using 
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the IO command is determined to be an access that can be made and that the 
association table also associates a storage apparatus identifier (Tanaka; Figure 6 
[WWN#0 - WWN#3]) for identifying the storage apparatus. 

However, Witkowski teaches replacing the first address specified in the IO 
command with the second address and processing the IO command in case an access 
by using the IO command is determined to be an access that can be made (Witkowski; 
Paragraph [0173]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified the teachings of Tanaka to include the 
address replacing because doing so allows for more sophisticated processing of a data 
stream (Witkowski; Paragraph [0173]). 

Tanaka in combination with Witkowski does not teach that the association table 
also associates a storage apparatus identifier (Tanaka; Figure 6 [WWN#0 - WWN#3]) 
for identifying the storage apparatus. 

However, Eguchi teaches associating a storage apparatus identifier (Tanaka; 
Figure 6 [WWN#0 - WWN#3]) for identifying the storage apparatus with a logical 
volume identifier (Eguchi; Figures 11 and 12, Paragraphs [0146] - [0149]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified the teachings of Tanaka in combination 
with Witkowski to include the storage apparatus identifier because doing so allows for 
the prevention of an outflow of illegal data from a storage subsystem (Eguchi; 
Paragraph [0150] Lines 10-13). 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Richard Franklin whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
0669. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Fritz Fleming can be reached on (571) 272-4145. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 



system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000 



Richard Franklin 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2181 




